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NEIGHFMRHOOD CONTEXT AND RACIAL ATTITUDES

Yoon Hough Kim
East Carolina University

(Abstract)

Possible contextual effects of three selected neighborhood variables -

socioeconomic status, racial composition, and residential mobility - on

racial attttudes of whites toNard blacks were investigated with thn data from

a random sample of 231 married white women in a Southern town. Neighborhood

was defined as c residential block, and neighborhood socioeconomic status

was measured by arithmetic rean of the occupational prestige scores of the

household heads in the block, using the NORC scale. Racial composition was

idexed by the proportion of the households headed by black persons in the

block, and residential mobility of neighborhood v.'s the proportion of the

households that moved to the community within the past ten years or /acd

plan to move from the community within a foreseeable future. facial attitude

was measured by a Likert scale of 28 items, including the 16 items from the

Anti-Negro Scale by Steckler. In actual analysis of the data, these variables

were either dichotomized or te.chotomized, and chi-square, gamma, and the

Dorn-Stouffer-lIbbits-Goodman Test were used in drawing conclusions. The

major findings of the study are as follows:

(1) High SES :41ite housewives are less prejudiced against the black

than by SES white housewives, regardless of their neighborhood SES.

(2: Those white housewives living -1.71 high SES neighborhoods are less

pre udiced against the black than those in low SES neighborhoods, regardless

of their individual SFS.
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(3) Neighborhood SES has a contextual effect cn racial attitudes of

lop SES white housewives toward the black above and beyond the effects of

their individual variables.

(4) The above contextual effect of neighborhood SES is greater when

neighborhood interaction is active than when it is inactive.

(5) Those woite housewives living in nearly desegregated neighborhoods

are more prejudiced against the black than those in segregated or desegregated

neighborhoods.

(6) Mobile white housewives ere less prejudiced than stable housewives;

and those white housewives in mobile neighborhoods are less prejudiced

against the black than those in stable neighborhoods. The relationships,

however, disappear when thei:- individual mobility and/or neighborhood

mobility are c,ntrolled.
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1, The Problem

major objective of the present stur'.y is to examine three sc]ected

contextual variables of neighborhoods - socioeconomic status, racial compcsi-

tion, and residential mobility - for their possible bearing on racial atti-

tudes of whites toward the black through an empirical investigation. The

basic assumption underlying the study is that intergroup relations, such as

race relations, are not merely structured by the orientations of individuals

who constitute the groups - the term "group" is used loosely. Rather, it

is assumed that there are social processes at work involving collective de-

finitions of situations, which exert social controls upon the individuals

in the situations.

In the process of accepting collective definitions of situations 83 to

race, individuals may take over and internalize norms pro Tided by groups,

and these norms may eventually integrated into their racial attitudes. It

is important, however, to point out that even before the individual is thus

socialized in different contexts, his current environment often exerts exter-

nal constraints, to use Durkheim's words, upon individuals, because people

tend to conform to the normative climates of their contexts, even when these

climates are not in full accordance to their p,rsonal orientations, in order

to gain social approval. While many sociologists have paid their attention

to such contextual effects under various labels, such as group effects, struc-

tual effects, contextual effects, compositional effects, and others,- ever

* I am indebt)d to Professors K. L. Sindwani and Ralph R. Vapp and
thoso former grade to and --Indergraduato students cf EAst Carolina Univer-
sity who participatei in various stages of the survey whose findings are sum-
marized in this paper.

1 For an early discussion of such effects sea Durkheim (1950), Robinson
(1950), Kendall and lazarsfeld (1950), Lohman and Beitzes (1952), Coleman
(1959), Blau (1960), Davis (1961), and Lazarsfeld and I.:env)]. (1961).
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since Durhheim's days, there is surprisingly little empirical evidence for

them, particularly at lower levels, such as at the neighborhood level.

Contextual analysis is defined hare, follmring Sills (1961:572), as

"charasterizing individuals by some characteristic of the group to which they

belong (the context), and then noting hew individuals who are similar in

othor ways differ in their cplinions or bohavior in accordance with the group

context in which they are located." This approach is different from the

of
traditional analysis/Individual attitudes or behavior in terms of his "back-

ground" factors, such as education, occuation, roligion, or social mobility.

In contextual analysis individuals are located in their current group situa-

tions and their contextual effects are established when the contextual varir:.-

bias explain the variation of individual attitudes or behavior above and bo-

und that explained by the individual background variables. In this sense,

most of the empirical studies of racial attitudes and bohavior in the existing

sociological literature, many of which will be reviewed in this paper, aro

not contextual analysis. Neither can those early studies that took up such

a context as neighborhood as an explanatory variale of individual racial

attitudes but failed to analyze tham in dLcinction from indivikf.ual variables

(cf. Saangor ,nd Shulman, 1948 and Reitzas, 1953) bo called contextual analyses.

Contextual analysis is also different from ecological analysis, which

analyzes individual attitudes or behavior in terms of their geographical

ralationships.2 A good example of ecological analysis of racial attitudes

in recent years is Schuman and Grueaborgis study of the impact of city on

racial attitudes (Schuman and Oruenberg, 1970). Based on the data from

fifteen leading American cities, the authors concluded that "city of resi-

dence accounts for significant proportions of varianco in a wide rangy of

2 Robinson (1950) criticized the so-called ecological fallacy.
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attitudes - proportion not greatly different from those accounted for by five

individual background variables (ago, sex, education, incomo, and occupation)

and largely indepodont of these background variables." (Schuman and Gruen -

berg: 1970, 213) While those studies, particularly when they reveal some

ecological correlations which are different from individual correlations, aro

doubtless very important in Anderstanding human attitudos and behavior, they

cannotvSubstituteibociological contextual analysis. Their conclusions are

most often unamenable to interpretation bocauso of composito nature of geogra-

phical areas. Tho social processes through which ecological areas affect

individuals are usually not clear.

There aro also a largo number of sociological and social psychological

studies with experimental designs that have taken up immodiate situations as

a variable to explain oft-roportod inconsistency between verbal attitudes and

overt behavior in race relations. 3 Fendrich (1967), for instance, examined

the pained associations among verbal attitudes, commitmmt and overt behavior

to find that verbal attitudes wore eithor consistent or inconsistent with

overt behavior deponding upon how the investigator structured the experimen-

tal situation in which verbal attitudes wore measured. LAkowiso, l'arnor and

DeF1our (1969), based on their experimental data from 537 students, reported

that the effect of situational variables on the relationship botwaen a verbal

attitude and overt b..havier toward tha object of that attitude doponds on

the amount of social distance And social constraint present in the situation.

3 There are numerous studies on this subject starting with the pionoor
experiment by LaPicie (LAPiero, 1934). For a review of this interesting
discussion see Deutchor (1966).
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Similarly, a number of social psychological experiments pointed out the

importance of social settings in explaining the relationship between preju-

dice and discrimination. The social situations or settings considered in

these studies, however, are often concrete situations, and their findings,

while most interesting, cannot always lea translated back to patternel social

situations, such as neighborhoods.

The actua]. direction and strength of those. and other contextual effects

upon individual racial attitudes, if present, must depend on a number of

factors, including the kind of social contexts, prevailing norms therein,

social postions of individuals in the situation, etc., which must be determined

empirically in each case, Thera is little thJoratical basis o assume that

certain contexts woul( affect individuals in certain ways.4 In the present

study, residential neighborhoods ir a Southoa city 1,:_th a population of

about 32,000 were taken up as a context and m attempt was made to account

for the variation of racial attitudes of the white re,:idonts in these neigh-

borhoods toward the black by threw s)lect3d neighborhood variables - socioeconomic

status, racial composition, and :-asidential mobility - as previously noted.

Socioeconomic status of heighlorhocd, it is argued here, reflects the

shared norms of its residents and would have an important contextual effect

on racial attitudes of the residents. There are n substantial number of

sociological studios that established socioeconomic status of individual

4 Sewell and Armor (1966), for instance, reported that neighborhoods
have no contextual effect upon adolescent educational aspirations, whileWilocn
(19$9) and Coleman (1965) reported that schools and classes as social con-
texts have such effects upon students' educational aspirations.
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as an important factor in explaining his racial or ethnic attitudes. Th3 link-

age may ba through different socialization processes in different socioeconomic

strata, or it may be duo to the fact that members of different socioeconomic

strata experience different amounts of competition, ozonomic or otharwise, with

members of other races or ethnic groups. Thus, Tumin (1956), for instance,

in a study of North CarAina white male adults1 attitudes toward the black,

found that the higher the status the lower the expressed prejudice with respect

to action - oriented questions (bu not necessarily with respect to thoir ste-

reotypes or images of the black). JImilarly, Williams (1964), in the Correll

University study of New York and Georgia concluded that middle and upper class

gentiles are more likely prejudiced against Jaws than thoir fellows in the

Lss affluent and less, educated classes. In contrast, they reported that the

paor whites aro more prejudiced against the black than tLe white in more aff-

luent strata. Sheltslay (1966), likewise, reported that regardless of race

the social distance scores of middle-class respondents were lower than those

of lower-class respondents based on the dlta gathered by the National Opinion

Research Center (1;0A). These studies and ott,rs5 saem to suggest, that the

white individuals with high socioeconomie lackgrounds are less prejudiced

nrinst the black (at least they answar questions in a more tolerant way)

tnah those with lower sccitconomic tackgrounds.

Socioeconomic status of neighborhood no a contextual variable with res-

pect to individual racial attitudes, however, has boon explored very little.

Saengor and ShulAan (1948), Raitzos (1952), and Northwood (1958) have taken

up neighborhood as a context, but their studies have a limited relevan-.0 to

5 For earlier studios on this subzject sae Triandis and Triandis (1960),
Hunt (1960), Hamblin (1962-63), and Landis at al. (1966).
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the present study, because the contextual effects have no beti establish

beyond those of component individual variables. Individais with icw socio-

economic status living in a high socioeconomic nalehborhocd mLy very well be
by

diffprontly`'neighborhood contexts from thos.. loi socioeconomic

statuf but living in a low socioeconomic neighborhood. FS1.0 (1960) demonstrated

a similar contextual effect with the data from a public aTsilcc_.! agency.

He showed that the individuals with pro-clinot attitties more often service

oriented in their work than others, but also the t those pry- client workers

era more sorvico-oriented if they are in p..o-client groups tb%n similarly

oriented workers in groups with othar orientations.

If or when there is a contoxtunl effect of neighborhood socioeconomic

status, there is another important sociological question to be answered. It

the 011stion of through what, proc#1ss the effect is chm.nelod to individuals

It is argued hero that the effect is channeled through neighborhood interaction

among re7idents. To th, degree that this 4.s a correct assumption, it is ex-

pected that the contextual effect of neighborhood socioeconomic status, if it

is present, is greater whon individuals aro interacting actively with their

neighbors that then neighborhood interaction is Inlotivo.6

Th second neighborhood contextual varinblu considered is raci,1 com-

position of th: neighborhood. It is obvious that onels own racial identity

has an important bearing on his own interracial attitudes. This study, howeva;.,

focuses upon racial attitudes of whites toward the black. Individual racial

differences, therefore, have been controlled in the process of sampling.

6 It must be pointed out here that th possible causal sequence botveen
neighborhood interaction and individual racial attitudes can go in eithr
direction - either more interaction leads to more homogenous attitudes or
more homogeneous attitudes lead to more interaction among them.
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Tha racial fao',or was instead consi:lered as racial composition of neighborhood.

The relationship between the relative size of bhe blacksin a comunity (or in

a neighborhood) end racial attitudes of the whiteiin the area is another dark

area whom thereis very little ompiricr.l knowledge has been accumulated.

Blalock (1957 and 1967) noted, based on the census date from 245 Southern

counties, that t)---re is a nonlinear correlation between par cent nonwhite and

a measure )f educational differentials between whites and nonwhites. He, however,

hastened to specify the relationship by other variables such as existing intor-

grovp relation, amount of throat presalted by the rinority grolAp involved, etc.

Based on his data and more recent data on ece.4ational desegregation in the

South, on may get an idea that than) are morn prejudice and discrimina Acn

against the black in those areas containing the largest proportions of the

black minority.

The proble,n, however, is more complox than this for the following reasons:

First, in nest Amrican cities, particularly. in the South, there is not much

variation in neighborhood racial composition, which means that racial composi-

tion is hardly a variabIc.7 Second, racial. composition of nel.ghborhood can

hardly be separated) theoretically or ompirtcally, from socioeconomic status

of tna neighborhood. Almost always des.!grogatad naighborhoods are low-status

neighborhoods and their contextual offucts, Lf any, must b3 very mach confounOd

with those of neighborhood Lecieocononic status. Finally, when neighborhood

interaction is brought into the analysis as an intervening variable, as pre-

viously sugbested, this will further confound the possible contextual offsets

of racial composition and those of interracial contact, which will tend to

increase AS a result of neighborhood cleser,rogati-)n in cost cases. Accordingly,

7 See Taeuber and Tneuber (1965).

8 For a discussion of the effect of interracial contact sea Stouffer et
al. (1949), Allport (1956), Deutsch and Collin (1951), and Cook (1962),
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in a survey resoarchitas tho present study, it should bo noted from the outset

that whatever conclusions aro drawn on this problaa must be interpreted with

caution.

The third contextual variable of neighborhood considered is residential

mobility, Tnaditionally, sociologists havo paid much more attention to social

(vertical) mobility than to residential (horizontal) mobility in accounting

for racial attitudes. Starting with the classic study of Bottelheim and Janow-

itz (1964), a number of stualas have established some linkagos between individual

social mobility and his attitudes toward racial or ethnic minorities,9 Social

mobility, however, is presumably related to residential mobility, and both

social and rosidontial mobility are presumably rolac,od to sociocononic status

of the individual, Furthermore, neighborhood interaction cannot be independent

of residential nobility of the people involved in the interaction. The problem,

thoreforo, is again not simple to explain, Heither is the direction of possible

contextual offects of neighborhood residential mobility, if any, predictable.

Both upward mobility and downward mobility: which are not related to racial

attitudes in the sane way, tend to load to noro residential nobility,

The major dependent variable in the present study is, as previously

noted, racial attitudes of whites toward the black. !.'kilo one's racial atti-

tudes are not always consistent with his racial behavior, no must not arm.-

look that any cursory roview of the existing sociological literature on the

subject would reveal that thorn is somo causal linka go botwoon thJ two, even

if ;,he direction may b- in either way.1° Or, following Vrobb et al. (1970),

-8-

9 For an early discussion of this relationship soo areenblum and Pearlin
(1953), Blau (1956), Silberstein and Seeman (1959), Packard (1959), Hamblin
(1962-1963.), and Hodge and Treinan (1966).

10 Thoro seems to be or truism, as Pettigrew (1966) and othors pointed
out, to a rguo from behavior to attitudes, rather than from a ttitudes to behavior
in race rotations,

11
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ona may raise a basic question about the validity of interview data, such

BS used in this study, in measuring racial a ttitudes attavde defined as

an established tendency to react toward or against something or somebody.

It may be that any interview situation should be regarded as a behavioral

situation as far as the respondent is concerned, and his responses in presence

of the interviewer should be treated as verbal behavioral data rather than

attitudinal data. This is, however, largely a semantic matter. It is with

these qualifications that the major dependent variable is said to be racial

attitudes.

2. .;;search Design

The data in the present study cane from a random sample of 231 white married

woTen living in a Southern community. Originally, a total of 241 households

were drawn using a table of random numbers from all the residential blockF,

except all-black blocks, in the community. In each household thus selected

the lady of the house was interviewed for approximately one hour by the stu-

dents enrolled in a course in research -1thods in 1968, A total of ten cases

either did not cooperate or could not be atervikwed for various reasons. Addi-

tional information was gathered from various other sv.:rces, including the muni-

cipal government, in 1968 and 1969.

Neighborhood was defined as a residential block, and neighborhood socio-

economic status was measured by arithmetic roan of the occupational prestige

scores of the household headsirgtho NOW scale, the block), Racial

composition was indexed by the proportion of the households handed by black

,n t he block, and residential nobility of Neighborhood was the pro-

portion of the households that moved to the community within the past ten

years or/and plan to nova from the community within a foreseeable future,

In actual analysis of the data, socioeconomic status and nobility were di-

chotomitad with the resulting pairs of categories including "high" and "low"

12
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neighborhoods and "mobile" and "stable" neighborhoods. An effort was mode

to avoid artifacts 51 the grouping procedure by trying more than ono cutting

points and making sure that the results of analyses are not affected by the

arbitrary cutting points adopted. Racial composition of neighborhood was

either dichotomized with "segregated" and "desegregated" neighborhoods or tri-

chotomized with "segregated," "nearly desegregated, "11 and "desegregated" nei-

ghborhoods. Individual socioeconomic status and residential mobility were

measured based on the same information and these variables were also dicho-

tomized in the same way.

Racial attitude was meured by a Likert scale of 28 items, including

the 16 items from the Anti-Negro Scale by Steckler (Shaw and Wright, ].967:

367-369), and neighborhood intraction was measured by three items from the

Guttman Scale for Measuring Women's Neighborliness by Wallin (Miller, 1970:

298-300). Again, both of these variables were dichotomized in actual analysis

of the data with the resulting pairs of catngories including "prejudiced" and

"not prejudicadY "active" and "inacti-re" interaction, Tha rosUlts have been

suraymed by chi - square,, prim, partial gorzn (Davis, 1967)0d% (percentage

differences), and the Dora-AoufferTibbits-Goodman Method for testing signi-

ficance of interaction effects (Gocdnan, 1961).

3. Results and Discussion

Table 1 surrnrizes the variables used in the present analysis with

their clasifications and frequency distributions. The distributions are less

even in racial composition of neighborhoods, boflecting the objective situation

in the ccrrmnity. The uneven distribution of racial attitudes reflects the

11 This category includes five segregated blocks adjoining all-black

or already desegregated blocks. The reason of this trichotow will bo dis-
cussei later.
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fact that the distrThution of the attitude scores was concentrated in the

middle of the range.

"Table 1 about here"

In order to isolate the contextual affect of neighborhood socioeconomic

status from that of individual socioeconomic status on raainl attitudes, Table

2 presentSthe relevant data by first dividing the neighborhoods into "high"

and "low" categories and then dividing individuals into "high" and "low" within

each type o:Cnoighborha:d.
12

Table 3 summarizes the statistical. tests of the

relationships involving these two variables as independent variables, neighborhooe

interaction as an intervening variable, and racial attitudes as the dependant

variablo. A comparison of C-9 (Row C, Column 9) with C-8 (Row C, Column 8) of

Table 2 shows that individuals with low SFS aro more prejudiced than those with

high SES, regardless of their neighborhood SES. And Lccording to Table 3 (Row

B), this rci-stionship is statistically significant with a n.:gative gonna. This

is in accordance with the existing research ovidonco roviewed earlier.

"Tables 2 and 3 about here"

The two tables also show that rogardl..!ss of their own individual SES,

individual!.; of low SFS neighborhc-4js are significantly more prejudiced than

these of high SES neighborhoods - C-4 and C-7 of Table 2 and Row A of Table 3.

It. it quito possible, however, that the second result is due to the first ore,

because high SES neighborhoods consist of mostly high SES individuals. Moro

meaningful comparisons, therefore, are those between high SES individuals living

high SES neighborhoods (C-2, Tablo 2) And high SES individuals lising in

low SES neighborhoods (C-5, Table 2) on the one hand and between low SEE

L.dividuals living in high SES neighborhoods (C-3, Table 2) and low SES

individuals living in low SES neighborhoods (C-6, Table 2) on the other.

12 This sotto follows that of Blau (1960).

14
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According to Table 3, the former differanco is not statistically significant

(Row C, Table 3), while the latter remains significant (Row D, Table 3). The

fact that one difference is not significant and the other is significant does

not necessarily moan that the difference of differences is statistically signi-

ficant. This was tested by the DSIG ilethod and the 'esult indicates that the

interaction effect of neighborhood SES

and individual SES on racial attitudes) is significant (Row E, Table 3).

Based on these results, it is tentatively concluded that neighborhood

SES dons have a contoxtua] effect on racial attitudos of white housewives

toward the black, at least among those with low individual SES, above and

boyond tho effect of their individual SES. In oth)r words, noighborhood SES

has a greator contextual offoct upon low SES individuals than high SES indi-

viduals. The partial relationship that has survived so far - namely, the

relationship botwoen neighborhood SES and racial attitudos among low SES -

was further tested with neighborhood interaction as another test variable.

It was argued previously that noighborhood norms era unforced upon individual

residents through their interaction. It is expected, therefore, that the above

partial relationship be stronger among those with active noighborhood interaction

than thoso with inactive interaction,. c omparisonaof A-3 with A-6 on the ono

hand and B-3 with B-6 on the other (Tablo 2) provide the data to tost thaso

predictions. According to Rows F, G, and I of Table 3, the results aro in

accordance with those predictions.

These roslats arc tentative for a numbor of reasons. First) some of the

restlts, such as that the contextu,1 offoct of noighborhood SES on racial

attitudes is significant a(1g low SES individuals but not among high SES

individuals, are po3t factum findings that have not been predicted or

explained.

15
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Second, it is conceivable that toots employing more direct indices of neigh-

borhood socioeconomic status, their normative climates, and neighborhood

interaction taking into acc)unt the other parties of the interaction, may show

different rosults. Third, the research design presented here does not exclude

the possibility that neighborhood interaction is actually consequence rathob

than an intervening variable; neither can the possibility that these relations

are spurious due to some other variables be oxcludod.

The tests to examine racial composition of the noighborhood as a contex-

tual variable involvo only white porsons, This moans that racial identity

as an individual variable has been controlled al ready, Despite At this simpli-

fication, the rosultr seem to ba les3 clear in this case than in the

previous case involving SES as a contextual variable. There are cnly five

desegregated neighborhoods representing 29 individuals (out of 231 individuals)

in the sample, and this means that there is not much varia§ion in this variable.

nen neighborhoods were dichotomized into "begrogatod" and "desegregated" nei-

ghborhoods, no significant differences between the two types of neighborhoods

in terns of racial attitudes of the residents was obsarvod.13 Nhan neighborhood

SES was controlled, there wfte no desegrgated neighborhoods with high SES, and

the partial test was incomplete. Nhon only low SES neithborhoods were included

in the testythere wasno significant relationship between racial compo-

sition of neighborhood and racial attitudes of the residents.14

13 Of those living in segregated neighborhoods, 40,1% aro prejudiced,
as against 41,4% of those living in desegregated neighborhoods found in the
sane category. The difference is not statistically significant.

14 Of those living in segregated noi.ghborhoods, 50.6% are prejudice,
as against 41.4% of those living in desegregated neighborhoods found in the

Thsago category. e difference is not statistically significant.
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A careful re-exnnination of the data, however, brought out a third cate-

gory of igsr residents who ale distinctively more prejudiced thn n tit others,

Many of them were found in nearly dosegregatod nr-le on a nap. Based on this

post-factum observation, it was decided that racial composition bo trichotomized

with three aategorios of "segregated)" "nearly desegregated)" and " desegregated."

Table 4 and Table 5 summarize the results of the comparisons of these categories

in terms of their racial attitudes. A comparison of three columns (Columns 2,

3, and L, Table 4) of the marginal row (Row C, Table 4) reveals that of thoso

living in "nearly desegregated" neighborhoods, 78.3% aro prejudiced, whilo

only 39.3% of thoso in "segregated" neighborhoods and 41.4% of those in

"desegrogated"neighborhoods were found in tho same category. Separato chi-

sqaure tests indicato that those in "nearly desegregated" neighborhoods aro

significantrldiffercnt from bhe others, and the corresponding gamma tests

indicate that they aro morn prejudiced than the othors (Row A, Table 5).

"Tables 1 and 5 about hero"

When neighborhood interaction was introduced as another test variablo)

the results were unexpected. The relationship botwoen racial composition and

racial attitudes is not significant when noighborhood interaction is active

(Row B, Table 5), while it remained

significant among those with inactive neighborhcod interaction (Rod C, Table

5). Tho interaction effect between racial composition and noighborhood inter-

action on racial attitudes tested by the DSTOI Method (Row D, Table 5), however,

is not significant. And so is the partial gmnma botweon racial composition

and racial attitudes with noighborhood interaction partialed out.
15

The only tantativo conclusion that can be drawn from those results, therefore,

is that theso whit, housewives in nearly desegregated neighborhoods are more

15 This is different from the conditional genre given in Row C, Table 5.
Partial gammas ware computed only when thor.1 is no interaction effects present)
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prejudiced than th* others when their neighborhood interaction is inactive.

There is no theoretical explanation to account for this unexpected result,

It is open to any one's speculation. It may be. that the prevailing norms

in racially different neighborhoods, in distinction from socioeconomically

different neighborhoods, are not enforced through neighborhood interaction.

Or, it may bo that those who live in nearly desegregated neighborhoods, who

aro threatened by encroaeling blac.s, tend to have loss neighborhood inter-

action than thoso in the other neighborhoods. More theory and resoarch are

needed beforo, more dofinite conclusions can bb a drawn.

Lei 4 e ( /7
(Le.t "

Table 6 and Table 7 test and summarizo the relationships involving resi-

dential nobility, neighborhood SES, neighborhood interaction, and racial atti-

tudes. A comparison of C-6 with C-9, Table 6, indicates that"mobile indivi-

duals are loss prejudiced thalObtable" individuals, regardless of their neigh-

borhood rosidantial mobility (Row B, Table 7). Also, a comparison of C-4 with

C-7, Tnblo 6, indicates that those in Betablo" neighborhoods are more prejudiced

than those in "mobilo" neighborhoods, regardless of thoir individual mobility

(Row A, Table 7). These rosults, considoring the Southern background of the

community, are not entirely incomprohomiblo. Residential mobility, however,

is rolatod to social mobility, which is in tern related to SES, and since

SES is also related to racial attitudes, this ralso3tho possibility that

the above results may bo attributable to tho difforoncos of SFS of neighborhoods

or individuals in different mobility categories. Rows F, G, and I of Table

7 present tte results of partial analysos using low SES neighborhoods only.

Tha results indicate that both of the partial relationships botweon neighbor-

hood mobilLty and tho racial attitudes among mobile individuals and among

becauso if It can bo shown that the A, B associntidn is different for different
categories of C, then a woig.ed average of the measures of associations botwoen
A and B is not nn appropria to senrrry of the relationship.
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stable individuals are not statistically significant. Neither is tho inter-

action effoct between neighborhooa mobility and individual mobility on racial

attitudes significant,

Furthermore, when individual mobility is hold constant, tho relationship

between neighborhood mobility and racial attitudes (comparing 0-2 with C-5

and 0-3 with C-6, Table 6) is not statisti,:ally significant (Row C, Table 7).

Since all of tho /min r,lationships ara not significant at this point, no

further effort was nada to re-examine, the rolationship with neighborhood inter-

action as another test variable.

L. Conclusions

Based on tho data analyzod in this paper, tho following tentative conclu-

sions rim prasonted for furthor investigations:

(1) High SES white housewives are loss prejudiced against tho black than

low SES white housewives, regardless of their neighborhood SES.

(2) Those white housewives living in high SES neighborhoods are loss

prejudiced against the black than those in low SES neighborhoods, regardless

of their SES.

(3) Neighborhood SES has tt contextual affect a-A racial attitudes of

low SES white Yousewivea toward the black aive and beyond the 'affects of

their individual variables.

(E') Tho abova contoxtual offoot of neighborhood SES is greater when

neighborhood intornction is active than when it is inactive.

(5) Those white housowivas living in noarly desogregatod neighborhoods

are more prejudiced against the black than those in segregated or dosegrogated

neighborhoods.
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(6) Mobile white housewives are Ins prejudiced than stable housewives;

and those white housewivos in mobile neighborhoods aro less prejudiced

against the black than thoso in stable neighborhoods. Tha relationships,

however, disappear when thair individual mobility and/or neighborhood mobi-

lity are controlled.

The actual direction and strength of any contextual effect considered

hero may vary in different communities and regions. The rbova results, con-

sidered togethor, however, seam to support the basic assumption of this study

that neighborhoods do hava some contextual offects upon individual racial

attitudes above and beyond tho effects of their individual variables.

The quostion of how important aro social situational factors, such as

neighborhoods, as against personality factors, in understanding and changing

racial relations is an old one. Sociologists tend to emphnsizo the former by

showing how specific racial attitudes changa aft,r the fact, o.g.: serving in

the same Army company, living in tho soma neighborhood, or working together

in the same cmpany with members of other racos. On the other hand, psycholo-

gists tend to emphasize the latter by showing how authoritarian personality

or frustration arc related to racial pre:udico and discrimination. The body

of psychological knowl,:dge is of course extremely helpful in explaining indi-

vidual differences and in helping to treat individual problems of prejudice,

But equally effective and workable, if not more so, is tho situational approach,

which tries to change social environments first and thoraby to "force" indivi-

duals to change their attitudes. The presont author hopes that this study

sheds some additional light on the import etc of imnadiate social situations)

such as residential noighbor'r.00ds,in creating the kind of social environments

which givo rise to and sustain interracial relations that are free from pro-

Judie° and discrininatic
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